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Sir: 

This is a Reply Brief under Rule 41 .41 (37 C.F.R) in response to the Examiner's 
Answer of June 17, 2008 (the "Answer"). 



I. Ground of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

Whether claims 18-22 are anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) by U.S. Patent 
Publication No. 2006/0164491 to Sakumaetal. ("Sakuma"). 

II. Arguments 

A. Claims 1 8-22 are patentable over Sakuma: 

Appellants' arguments set forth in the Brief of May 08, 2008 are repeated herein. 
As pointed out in Appellants' Brief, Sakuma discloses a conventional duplex system that 
is similar to the conventional system shown in FIG. 1 of Appellants' specification. In 
contrast, the improved duplex system being claimed is shown in FIG. 3 A of Appellants' 
specification. As can be seen from these figures, the duplex paths of the two systems are 
very different. 

In the Examiner's Answer, the Examiner maintained that claims 18-22 are 
anticipated under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by Sakuma. It is submitted that the Examiner's 
interpretation of the present claims so that the claims read on Sakuma' s disclosure is 
unreasonable and contrary to Appellants' specification. 

Office personnel must rely on the applicant's disclosure to properly determine the 
meaning of the claims. Markman v. Westview Instruments, 52 F.3d 967, 980, 34 USPQ2d 
1321, 1330 (Fed. Cir.) (en banc), aff 'd, U.S., 1 16 S. Ct. 1384 (1996). Office personnel 
are to give claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the supporting 
disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 USPQ2d 1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 
1997). 

In the Answer, the Examiner stated "[i]t is important to note that the examiner 
relies upon the direction that the sheet travels to determine what is "upstream" or 
"downstream" (page 8, second paragraph). Again, it must be reiterated that such 
statement is contrary to what Appellants define in claim 1 8 and in the specification as 
"upstream" and "downstream." 

With regard to the Examiner's interpretation of the term "adjacent" in the phrase 
"a duplex path entry that is positioned adjacent to the output-roller assembly but 



downstream from the printhead so as to enable a trailing edge of the media sheet to enter 
the duplex media path" in claim 18, this interpretation is not reasonable. Even with the 
broad definition of the term "adjacent" as indicated in the Webster's dictionary, the 
ejection rollers (42,43)/element 28 of Sakuma cannot be considered "adjacent" to the 
duplex path entry (which is next to roller 25), when the recording head 4 is positioned 
between roller 25 and the ejection rollers (42,43 )/element 28. This is clear to a 
reasonable person looking at FIG. 1 of Sakuma. In any event, the terms "upstream", 
"downstream" and "adjacent", as used in the claims, are in the context of defining the 
duplex media path shown in FIG. 3A of Appellants' specification. The Examiner's 
interpretation of the claim language is contrary to this context, and therefore, is not 
reasonable. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is submitted that the final rejection of the pending 
claims is improper and should not be sustained. Therefore, a reversal of the Final 
rejection of December 14, 2007 is respectfully requested. 
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